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REMARKS 

U ion entry of this Response, claims 1, 3-10, 13-14, and 17-19 remain pending in 
the >res ini patent application. Claims 2, 11-12, and 15-16 have been canceled, and 
clailbs 1 10, 14, and 18 have been amended herein. Applicant respectfully requests 
rec^nsld sration of the pending claims in view of the following remarks. 

Ir item 3 of the Office Action, Applicant's previous arguments filed on 
dct;)ber 28, 2005 were considered but were deemed not persuasive. Specifically, it is 
alle led 1 lat Applicant's arguments amounted to a general allegation that the claims 
defl ie a ;)atentable invention without specifically pointing out how language of the 
claii ns p itentably distinguishes them from the references. Thus, the Office Action 
res^ ited the rejections of the prior Office Action. In response to the final Office Action of 
Janjiiary 30, 2006, Applicant presents amendments herein that incorporate subject 
mat erfr }m dependent claims into independent claims. 

A so, Applicant specifically points out in the remarks here below how the claimed 
invfl ntior is paterttably distinct from the cited prior art reference. Applicant asserts that 
the imei tdments presented herein do not present new Issues as they merely 
Incc irpori ite subject matter from dependent claims into independent claims. 
Aco )rdir gly. Applicant asserts that the amendments presented herein are properly 
preiiente d after a Final Office Action and do not present new Issues. 

T( ) begin, in item 5 of the Office Action, claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 
U.S C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by "XSL transfomiation (XSLT) ver. 1.0," 
W3i J rec ommendation, 16 Nov. 1999 (art of record) (hereafter 'XSLT Spedficatiorfy 
AntI :ipai on under §102 "requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference of each 
elenent jf the claim under construction. W.L. Gora & Associates. Inc. v. Gariock. inc. . 
220 U.S, P.Q, 303. 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Applicant notes that claim 2 is canceled 
hen ! in, ti lereby rendering this rejection moot with respect to this claim. Applicant 
assi trts t lat claim 2 as originally filed was patentably distinct from the cited prior art 
refe ena >. Therefore, claim 1 as amended to incorporate the subject matter of claim 2 
is pi itent 3bly distinct from the XSLT specification. Accordingly, Applicant requests that 
the ©jec ion of claims 1-9 be withdrawn for the reasons that follow. 
Tq' begin, claim 1 as amended recites as follows: 
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1 . A transformation method, comprising: 
providing a transformation processor; 
providing a prototype transform and an interpretive 
nsform; and 

transforming at least one source document into an 
itput document with the transformation processor by interpreting, 
ing the transformation processor, a number of interpreted 
iribtructions in the prototype transform with a number of Interpretive 
in structions fn^m the interpretive transform, wherein a number of 
tr msformatlon spectfro instructions a processed in the prototype 
tr msform and a number of transformation generic Instructions are 
pi ocessed in the interpretive transfomr), where the interpretive 
in structtons are transformation generic with respect to the 
tr msformatlon of the at least one source document into the output 
cument, and the transformation specific instructions are 
nsfomnation specific with respect to the transfonmation of the at 
st one source document into the output document. 

set forth above, the transfomnation specific Instmctions processed in the 
prolbtyp| transform are transformation generic with respect to the transformation of the 
sou|ce d xjument into the output document. Also, the transfonnation specific 

cticjns in the interpretive transfomi are transformation specific with reference to the 
ation of the source document into the output document. In this respect, the 
tranj^on*ation Instmctions are separated into separate transfonns (the "prototype" 

i and the "interpretive" transform) that allow for easier programming to facilitate 
varitbus Kinds of transformations of source documents into output documents. 

Tl lis addresses the fact that many documents in the news industry that are 
itt 3d across the Internet for use by various publishing institutions do not comport 
$pe|ific news formats as accepted by the industry and require individual news 
orgainiza|ions to transform such documents Into proper formats so that they may be 
con^ patiUle with their publishing systems. However, as stated In tfie specification, it may 
be turderisome to create a single transform to address each individual type of 
tran ifom lation that would have to be performed for all the different types of fomiats of 
ne\Ai$ sto ies that are distributed over the Internet (n this manner. 

Tf e present invention as set forth In claim 1 significantly reduces the burden of 
genferatfr g a unique transfonm for each unique type of transformation may have to be 
perfl )mi€ d In order to transfomi documents of different formats into a format compatible 
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ishing systems. Specifically, by delineating between transformation specific 



Inst uctl< ns and transformation generic instructions and placing them in their respective 
files , om need not recreate or include transformation generic instructions in each 
trar sfon^ i that is employed to transfonm a specific format of a document into a desired 
output fc rmat. 

In this respect, in order to create a transform for a given document into a desired 
forrftat, c ne need only create a prototype transform which includes only transformation 
spe ;ific nstructions that can then be processed in concert with the transformation 
gen eric i istrudions of the interpretive transform. This significantly reduces the 
ram ning burden that would have to be implemented in order to address all the 
us 1 /pes of transfomns of articles that would be needed given the many different 
ats hat might be employed to distribute news articles to various publications in the 
d. 7 hat is to say, programmers can reuse a the interpretive transform for multiple 
trarisfon lations, and need not recreate a single transform with both transformation 
spcl^ific md transformation generic instructions every time. 

A )plicant simply asserts that the XSLT specification falls to show or suggest the 
deli|eati )n of transformation specific and transfonnation generic instructions into 
sep irate transfomns and the lmplenr>entatlon of transformations of documents in this 
mai ner. Accordingly, Applicant asserts that the XSLT specification fails to show or 
sug| jest sach of the elements of claim 2 as originally filed, and claim 1 as amended 
her in. herefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 1 be 
with JravA n. In addition, Applicant requests that the rejection of claims 3-9 be withdrawn 
as |epei iding from claim 1 as amended herein. 

Ir addition, in Item 7 of the Office Action, claims 10-19 have been rejected under 
35 W.S.C . §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over thB XSLT specification In view of U.S. 
Pat int A Dpilcation Publication No. 2002/0143823 filed by Stevens (hereafter "Stevens"). 
A p(|ma facie case of obviousness is established only when Hie prior art teaches or 
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res[ ect f 3 such claims. Applicant notes that claims 10 and 14 have been amended 



9 F 3d 1 >31, 28 U.S.P.Q,2d 1955, 1956 (Fed. CIr. 1993). It is noted that claims 1 1-12, 



15-1 



all of the elements of the claims. MPEP §2143.03, In re Riickaert . 



6 have been canceled herein, thereby rendering this rejection moot with 
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include subject matter of claims 1 1 and 12. 15, and 16. Also claim 18 has 

In a similar manner. Accordingly, Applicant asserts that the cited 
ion of references fails to show or suggest each of the elements of claims 10, 
8 to the extent that these claims incorporate subject matter similar in scope 
of claim 1 as amended above. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that 

of claims 10, 14, and 18 be withdrawn. In addition. Applicant requests 
ejection of claims 13, 17, and 19 be withdrawn as depending from claims 10, 
, respectively. 



CONCLUSION 

/|pplicant respectfully requests that all outstanding objections and rejections be 
witl)idra\ m and that this application and all presently pending claims be allowed to issue. 
If tie E> aminer has any questions or comments regarding this Response, the Examiner 
Is |ncoi|raged to telephone the undersigned counsel of Applicant. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Michael J. CrAweWo 
Reg. No. 40,977 



TNbma^, Kayden, Horstemeyer & RIsley, L.L.P. 

10| ) Ga ieria Parkway, N.W. 
Siitel'SO 

Atfiinta, Georgia 30339-5948 
Ph 3ne: (770) 933-9500 
F4: (770)951^933 
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